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Abstract
Background: People with severe mental illness (SMI) are more likely to experience criminal victimization than other
community members. In addition, (self-) stigma and perceived discrimination are highly prevalent in this group.
These adversities in the social context often have major adverse effects on the rehabilitation and recovery of these
persons. Current practice, however, lacks instruments to address these issues. As a reaction, the Victoria intervention
was developed and pilot-tested with client representatives, professionals, trainers and researchers. The Victoria
intervention is a method for community mental health care workers to expand their awareness of this topic and
support them in assessing victimization and incorporate appropriate services, including trauma screening and
rehabilitation services, in their health care planning. For clients, the Victoria intervention aims to increase their
awareness, active management of possible victimization risks and promote safe social participation. As a new
intervention, little is known about its use in real practice and its effects on client outcomes.
Methods/design: To determine the feasibility and effectiveness of this intervention, a process evaluation and a first
cluster randomized controlled trial (RCT) will be carried out. Outpatients from eight Flexible Assertive Community
Treatment (F-ACT) teams from two mental health care (MHC) organizations in the Netherlands are included in the
study. Teams in the intervention group will receive three half-day training sessions, and bi-monthly supervision
meetings for 18 months. Teams in the control group provide care as usual. For the process evaluation, a multi-
method design is used. To assess effects on client outcomes, clients will be interviewed about their experiences on
victimization and societal participation using validated questionnaires at baseline, and after 9 and 18 months.
Discussion: This study is the first to evaluate an intervention aiming at recognition of victimization, (self-) stigma
and perceived discrimination, and targeting outpatients’ insights into possible risks and coping skills to tackle these
risks to enhance safe societal participation. Results of this study may validate the Victoria intervention as a practice
to better manage risk for adversities related to societal participation.
Trial registration: Dutch Trial Register (NTR): 5585, date of registration: 11–01-2016.
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Background
In most western countries, deinstitutionalization has led
to an increase of community-based care with a focus on
promoting the recovery and societal integration of
people with severe mental illness (SMI) [1]. To achieve
successful integration into community life, psychiatric
rehabilitation methods were developed in order to sup-
port people with SMI to regain a meaningful life and
valued social roles [2, 3]. Within the field of psychiatric
rehabilitation, several evidence-based practices can be
identified. The Boston Approach to Psychiatric Rehabili-
tation (BPR) has proven to be effective in promoting
new perspectives, role functioning, and life satisfaction
[4, 5]. Another evidence-based rehabilitation interven-
tion is the Individual Placement and Support (IPS)
model of supported employment [6]. Employment spe-
cialists successfully support clients to search for and get
a job, and also coach clients about working situations in
order to maintain employment.
There are still substantial challenges to work on in
community-based care, especially concerning supporting
clients in their social and community participation. A
lack of support in these areas may lead to unemploy-
ment, poverty, social isolation and even imprisonment
[7]. Studies have also shown that these negative conse-
quences may lead to an increase of victimization rates
[8–10]. Not only are people with SMI more likely to ex-
perience victimization than other community members,
in contrast to popular public belief, they are also more
likely to become a victim of a crime rather than being
the perpetrator [11–15]. Prevalence rates of violent
victimization among persons with SMI range between 7
and 56% in the previous year – 11 times greater than
the general population [8]. A recent nationwide study in
the Netherlands examined prevalence rates of several
types of victimization and found that almost 20% of
people with SMI were a victim of serious crimes in the
previous year, such as sexual harassment/assault, vio-
lence, and physical assault [11]. In most cases, the victim
knew the perpetrators of these crimes.
Likewise, internalized stigma and perceived discrimin-
ation are highly prevalent in people with SMI [16, 17].
Brohan et al. [17] found that more than 40% of people
with schizophrenia or other psychotic disorders reported
internalized stigma and almost 70% perceived discrimin-
ation. Self-stigma entails becoming aware of the negative
stereotyping of people with mental illness and eventually
applying it to one’s self. This may result in lower
self-esteem and self-efficacy, and eventually leads to
avoiding behavior that interferes with achieving life goals
and social integration – the so-called ‘why try’ effect
[18]. High levels of self-stigma and perceived discrimin-
ation were also associated with a lower number of social
contacts, and difficulties finding employment [17, 19,
20]. Many experience this stigma and discrimination on
a regular basis in their daily and social activities.
Adversities such as victimization, stigmatization and dis-
crimination, whether experienced or anticipated, are im-
portant barriers for personal recovery and social
participation [14]. Anticipating stigmatization or discrim-
ination, people with SMI tend to refrain from social inter-
action or daily activities to prevent future rejection or
victimization [16]. This can lead to social deprivation,
loneliness, and consequently to a loss of confidence, lower
self-efficacy and lower quality of life [16, 17, 21]. For this
reason, in this study victimization is related to all adversi-
ties people with SMI may experience in their social and
community functioning, including stigmatization, discrim-
ination and criminal victimization, e.g. robbery, sexual as-
sault, and property crimes.
Flexible Assertive Community Treatment (F-ACT) is a
predominant type of community mental health care
(MHC) for people with SMI in the Netherlands. F-ACT
teams are meant to support clients with rehabilitation
goals and wishes to regain valuable roles in community
[22]. Nevertheless, these teams experience difficulties in
thoroughly supporting clients in employment, social
support and social functioning [21]. In practice, the
focus and availability of these teams tend for several rea-
sons to be more on diagnosis, treatment, and crisis man-
agement, rather than on rehabilitation and community
support [23].
Another reason for the lack of attention towards soci-
etal participation, and the impact of adversities on this,
is that many mental health professionals (MHPs) fear an
increase of symptoms or relapse by addressing adversi-
ties related to societal participation [24]. Despite the
high prevalence and major effects of victimization, dis-
crimination and stigmatization, it is not self-evident that
MHPs address victimization or other adversities, at least
not in a systematic way, both at intake and throughout
their treatment [21, 25]. However, current studies sug-
gest that talking about victimization and other adversi-
ties does not lead to an increase of symptoms or relapse.
On the contrary, it was shown that talking about it leads
to more acknowledgement for and understanding of the
situation, for both the MHP and the client [26–28].
Moreover, it provides tools to prevent or to cope with
possible risks when engaging in future social situations.
Social recovery is inevitably associated with ups and
downs when it comes to regaining valued roles in soci-
ety. This is recognized by advocates of the consumer ad-
vocates, who developed the concept of ‘dignity of risk’
[29, 30]. Dignity of risk emphasizes personal choice and
self-determination, which are also two central concepts
in social recovery [31], and assumes that people with
SMI have the right to self-manage decisions about well-
ness, employment, and social contacts, and profit more
Albers et al. BMC Psychiatry  (2018) 18:247 Page 2 of 11
from taking risks than from avoiding them. Taking into
account the high rates of victimization in this group,
risks taken on their road to recovery, however, should be
well assessed and managed. This positive risk manage-
ment perspective has also been promoted by the UK de-
partment of Health [32]. On the one hand, it is
necessary for both clients and professionals to make
realistic assessments of the clients’ abilities regarding so-
cietal participation; on the other hand, clients need to
acquire skills to minimize adversities [24].
The Victoria intervention for community MHC workers
is the first to incorporate this positive risk approach in a
psychiatric rehabilitation method. Although there is grow-
ing recognition for the benefits of exposure and other
trauma-focused treatments for persons with SMI, includ-
ing persons suffering from psychosis [33], prevention of
victimization in relation to social participation is not ad-
dressed yet. Likewise, in the field of recovery-oriented care
there is increasing evidence that addressing (risks on)
victimization or other adversities may also be beneficial
for clients on their road to recovery [26–28]. However, in
community MHC, practitioners do not adopt this positive
risk approach yet, and do not address adversities in the so-
cial context in a structural or systematic way [34].
The Victoria intervention is a method for community
MHC workers to increase their awareness about the topic
and support them in assessing victimization and incorpor-
ate appropriate services, including trauma screening and
rehabilitation services, in their health care planning. For
clients, the Victoria intervention aims to increase their
awareness, active management of possible victimization
risks and promotes safe social participation [26, 35].
Objective and research questions
The Victoria intervention is a novel intervention. Al-
though the intervention is thoughtfully designed and
piloted, due to its novelty it is important to study the
implementation process and its context. Therefore, we
will perform both a trial and a process evaluation to
study the effectiveness and feasibility of this interven-
tion. In addition, it is not only important to examine
whether the intervention is effective as a whole, it is also
relevant to further examine which clients will or will not
benefit from the intervention [36].
The aim of this initial trial on the Victoria intervention
is to gain insight into the implementation process and
effectiveness of the Victoria intervention, on both the
team level and the client level, in reducing victimization,
including other adversities, and increasing societal par-
ticipation. The primary research questions are:
1. To what extent is the Victoria intervention
implemented as intended and how is this new
intervention perceived by the MHP?
2. Does applying the Victoria intervention lead to
increased societal participation and decreased
victimization compared to care as usual (CAU) for
clients of outpatient teams with SMI?
Secondary research questions are:
1. Is the Victoria intervention an effective intervention
for clients with SMI with regard to
acknowledgement of adversities, quality of life,
psychosocial functioning, and self-efficacy, com-
pared to CAU?
2. Is the Victoria intervention an effective intervention
compared to CAU, with regard to awareness and
acknowledgement of victimization by MHPs, and
their insight in societal participation of the client?
Methods
Design
This study includes: 1) a process evaluation and 2) a
two-armed multi center cluster randomized controlled
trial (RCT) to follow the implementation process and
determine the effectiveness of the Victoria intervention.
Participants include adult clients of eight F-ACT teams
who are interviewed about their victimization experi-
ences and rehabilitation process at three points in time:
at baseline, and after 9 and 18 months. Study character-
istics are described according to SPIRIT guidelines [37].
This study was approved by the Medical Ethical Com-
mittee of the Elisabeth Hospital in Tilburg
(NL53845.028.15) on the 18th of November 2015 for all
participating sites. The study is registered with the
Dutch Trial Register (NTR 5585).
Setting and team structure
The Victoria study will be performed in F-ACT teams in
two MHC organizations, one in the north-west and one
in the south of the Netherlands. F-ACT is a flexible
model of assertive community treatment (ACT), in
which it is possible to switch from intensive treatment
(ACT) or crisis management at the one hand to individ-
ual case management and multidisciplinary treatment on
the other, and is considered the predominant type of
community MHC for persons with SMI in the
Netherlands [38]. F-ACT teams are, like ACT teams,
multi-disciplinary, and consist of a variety of MHPs in-
cluding a psychiatrist, psychiatric nurses, and an
expert-by-experience. One of the benefits of F-ACT is
that clients receive care within one team and can
build a relationship; this continuity of care creates
better opportunities for recovery and rehabilitation
[38]. The eight participating teams have a total case-
load of over 1500 clients.
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Clients
The client population consists of people with SMI, re-
ceiving outpatient care in one of the participating
F-ACT teams. In the Netherlands, approximately
281,000 people have SMI, of whom 160,000 actually re-
ceive MHC [39]. Although these people have common
problems and needs, this is a heterogeneous group with
a range of psychiatric disorders. People with psychotic
disorders form the largest group (60%); other prevalent
diagnoses are bipolar disorder, anxiety disorder, person-
ality disorder, and drug- or alcohol addiction, often in
combination with each other. From the participating
teams, all clients will be asked to participate in the study,
following an informed consent procedure.
Clients are eligible for participation if they receive care
from the participating teams at the moment of recruit-
ing. Clients will be excluded from the study if they, ac-
cording to their case manager, meet one of the following
criteria: younger than 18 years old, not having sufficient
understanding of the Dutch language, not being capable
of completing the interview due to cognitive impair-
ment, having severe symptomatology, or psycho-organic
disorder, and being admitted to a psychiatric hospital, or
staying in prison during the recruitment period (Fig. 1).
Victoria intervention
The Victoria intervention is developed together with
‘Stichting Rehabilitatie ‘92’, and consists of four steps
(Exploring, Analyzing, Clarifying context, Future steps)
in discussing victimization and other adversities related
to societal participation with the client. The MHP who
have received training in this module are able to use this
intervention for clients that are facing difficulties with
societal participation. The goal of these conversations is
acknowledgement of these adversities and their impact
on daily life by the MHP, and for the client to become
more aware of risky situations. In these conversations,
the client is given tools and supported to adequately
cope in future risky situations. This asks for attitude
changes in MHPs during training with the ultimate aim
Fig. 1 Flow chart of the study design. Note: ‘Other reasons’ are for example: prolonged admission, death, or imprisonment
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to expand societal participation and decrease victimization
for the client. The Victoria intervention can be regarded a
preamble intervention, to be used as part of the starting
phase in rehabilitation methods, such as the BPR. Add-
itionally, when a client experiences difficulties in one of
the rehabilitation phases, and stagnates in societal partici-
pation, it can be used as a restart intervention.
Within the conversation context of Victoria, the MHP
creates room for the client to tell his or her own story
including experiences with victimization and other ad-
versities, and supports the client in rediscovering his/her
goals and wishes for societal participation. By following
the four steps, Victoria supports the MHC to shift focus
from, which is currently the case in FACT teams, crisis
management to more recovery-oriented care.
The first step of the Victoria intervention is Exploring
and involves checking the level of activity in the follow-
ing domains: housing, social contacts, education, and
work. The MHP assesses whether the client is avoiding
activities, or if progress on these domains is stagnating.
If this is the case, together they examine whether this
avoidance or stagnation is linked to experiences with
victimization or other adversities related to societal
participation.
The second step is Analyzing and involves investiga-
tion of this negative experiences together (who, what,
where, when). It is crucial that the MHP uses active lis-
tening techniques while the client is elaborating on these
adverse events. Furthermore, the professional tries to
understand the intensity and related feelings of the spe-
cific experiences, but also tries to uncover the causes for
the avoidance or stagnation. The overall goal in this step
of the intervention is to get a full picture of the negative
events, to recognize and acknowledge feelings related to
these events, and to understand what caused the client
to stop or avoid societal participation.
The third step entails Clarifying the context of the ad-
verse events. The MHP examines together with the cli-
ent what desire or wish undergirded the events, i.e. what
was the client’s motive to engage in this activity. Again,
it is critical that the MHP actively creates room to let
the client tell his or her story. If the underlying desire or
wish is clear, the client explains to the MHP how he/she
would have wanted the situation to go, and what he/she
hoped to achieve by engaging in this activity. This is the
link to further rehabilitation services.
The fourth and final step of the intervention comprises
Discussing future steps. Overall, there are three possible
outcomes of the Victoria intervention. Firstly, another
appointment may be necessary to further discuss the ad-
verse events. Secondly, if the client feels the MHP ac-
knowledges the intensity of these adverse events and
corresponding feelings, the next step may be to start a
rehabilitation action plan to work on the original
rehabilitation goal, using rehabilitation services. Finally,
if the victimization experience was intense, the MHP
should investigate whether trauma treatment is needed.
If there are indications for trauma, the 10-item Trauma
Screening Questionnaire (TSQ) is used [40]. If 6 or more
items are answered positively, trauma treatment with the
F-ACT psychologist is advised.
Training professionals to use the Victoria intervention
In this study, the intervention teams receive will three
half-day training sessions. Two trainers from ‘Stichting
Rehabilitatie ‘92’ and one expert-by-experience facilitate
the training sessions. These sessions will focus on
explaining the background of the intervention (including
theory) and explaining the four steps of the intervention.
Additionally, the second and third training sessions will
include practicing in small groups and plenary role-play.
Preferably, real life cases of the teams are used and dis-
cussed. If these cases are too complex to use in
role-play, several fictitious cases are available in hand
outs. All MHPs receive the Victoria handbook, as well as
a shorter hand out in the form of a factsheet, and the
case examples. For the professionals to be able to use
the Victoria intervention, no specific materials are neces-
sary. In order to ensure that MHPs will bring the inter-
vention into practice, supervision meetings will be
offered every 6–8 weeks, during 18 months. In these
meetings difficulties in practice based on real life cases
are discussed. One of the Victoria trainers leads these
meetings. In order to ensure that training sessions across
the country will be similar, the content of the training
was prepared together with the trainers, and all training
sessions will be recorded and spread among other
trainers. Finally, a short educational film will be shown
in one of the supervision meetings, containing a good
example of a Victoria conversation between a real re-
habilitation coach and an expert-by-experience. The goal
of this film is both improving practice and enlarging
comparability of the training and supervision meetings
across the country.
Part of the training and supervision meetings will be
brainstorming about incorporating the Victoria interven-
tion in day-to-day work. Incorporating Victoria in daily
routines may include a short report of a conversation
between the MHP and the client, but may also include
discussion during a team meeting.
Care as usual
Professionals in the control group will continue to work
according to CAU in F-ACT teams, including F-ACT
practice and rehabilitation according to the BPR, which
is the common rehabilitation approach in both partici-
pating organizations. The goal of the BPR is: “to assure
that the person with a psychiatric disability possesses
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those physical, emotional, and intellectual skills needed
to live, learn, and work in his or her own particular en-
vironment” [2]. The BPR supports clients in formulating
their rehabilitation goals and wishes, in how to choose,
get, and keep a preferred and valued role on several do-
mains such as housing, social contacts, education, and
work [2, 41].
To ensure that both sites are comparable on their know-
ledge and skills regarding the BPR, and to avoid differ-
ences in effect due to differences in rehabilitation skills of
the team members, all participating teams receive the
basic training in the BPR by the official Dutch BPR train-
ing center ‘Stichting Rehabilitation ‘92′, prior to
randomization. This entails a 7-day training for all case
managers, experts-by-experience, and occupational
workers, where they will be taught theoretical principles
and acquire practical skills. After training, professionals
also receive supervision for 6 months where individual
cases are discussed. After those 6 months, teams in the
control group will continue to work according to princi-
ples of F-ACT and the BPR for the total duration of the
trial. The BPR training and supervision is conducted prior
to training and supervision of the Victoria intervention.
Process evaluation
Because the Victoria is a novel intervention, in this first
full cluster RCT, a process evaluation is highly relevant.
A process evaluation is even more important in
so-called ‘complex interventions’ [42, 43]. Complex in-
terventions ask for a change of perspective in the MHP,
but also operate in an organizational context that is diffi-
cult to influence or rule out [43]. When an RCT answers
the question of whether the intervention works (or not),
a process evaluation is performed to understand the
possible effects of the intervention [42]. Therefore, a
process evaluation is an enhancement of the RCT. In
this process evaluation, the implementation and use of
the Victoria intervention is evaluated on the following
aspects: fidelity, feasibility, relevance and acceptation.
More specifically, the focus will be on understanding the
experiences of the clients who receive the intervention,
but even more so on the professionals’ experiences with
and perceptions of the intervention.
To achieve this, a multi-method design will be used.
First, qualitative interviews will be carried out with sev-
eral professionals and clients. MHPs of the outpatient
teams are purposefully selected, including the trainers of
the intervention and management staff from the two in-
volved sites. Twenty clients participating in the RCT will
be selected and asked for consent. These interviews will
take place from a year after the training for the RCT. A
topic list will be used to steer the interview. The inter-
views with the professionals will focus on understanding
perceptions regarding the relevance of: the intervention,
the training and the supervision meetings, the imple-
mentation as a whole, and the feasibility of using the
intervention in real life. The clients will be asked if they
noticed obvious differences in the conversations with
their case managers with regard to adversities in the so-
cial context, and how they perceive these differences.
Data will be audio recorded, transcribed verbatim, and
coded using the ATLAS software program. Second, the
supervision sessions will be recorded and analyzed to
examine whether professionals implemented the Victoria
intervention as intended, and to get a better picture of
their experiences with and perceptions of the interven-
tion. Third, during the supervision sessions, the profes-
sionals will be asked to fill out a checklist to inquire
their knowledge about the steps of the intervention. This
is done to measure fidelity of the intervention. Fourth,
in the RCT questionnaires for the intervention teams,
questions are added about the extent to which the pro-
fessional has executed the intervention in real practice,
and on the insight the professional has in potential ad-
versities that act as a barrier for clients’ participation.
Both the checklist and the questionnaire are analyzed
using SPSS (version 22).
Cluster RCT
Recruitment and consent
Clients eligible for participation receive a letter and bro-
chure with information about the study, as approved by
the ethical committee. In this letter, the themes of the
study, questionnaire and time frame are explained. Cli-
ents are also informed that during the study they can
withdraw at any time. After a two-week consideration
period, the researchers will contact the client to ask if
more information is needed and if they are willing to
participate. If the client is willing to participate, a date,
time, and place for the interview is scheduled. Clients
will be asked to give their written informed consent be-
fore the start of the baseline interview. Participants will
receive a compensation of 5, 10, and 15 euros for T0,
T1, and T2 respectively.
Because randomization is performed at a team level
and the Victoria intervention is considered a team ap-
proach, no separate informed consent is needed for the
group randomization and consequently having the
Victoria conversation. However, if the client wishes not
to talk about societal participation and related adverse
events, MHPs have to respect that.
Randomization and blinding
The participating teams will be randomly allocated to either
the experimental or control condition by an independent
senior researcher at Tilburg University, stratified by mental
health organization. Cluster randomization was chosen as
individual randomization would mean reassigning clients
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from their regular case managers and was therefore consid-
ered to be ethically undesirable. Moreover, cluster
randomization reduces risks of contamination between the
intervention and control group, as the intervention method
is team based. We will monitor staff changes as well as cli-
ents switching teams to correct for in statistical analyses.
Due to the nature of the intervention, both the MHP
and researchers cannot be unaware of the allocation to
the conditions, but they are strongly advised not to dis-
close to the participating clients whether they receive
care from an experimental or control team.
Measures
Table 1 provides an overview of the measurement in-
struments used. These instruments were chosen accord-
ing to their comparability in national and international
mental health research, and their psychometric charac-
teristics. Duration and sensitivity to measure change
were also taken into consideration. The first author as
well as trained interviewers will carry out the interviews,
which will take place on a location preferred by the cli-
ent, at home or at team location. The interviewers were
trained by explaining the topic list and using role-play,
in order minimize bias due to inter-reviewer differences.
Moreover, the first one or two interviews will be per-
formed in dyads, with the researcher. Data will be en-
tered into a secured database by researchers or research
assistants. Participants’ names will be changed into ran-
domly assigned numbers of which only two of the au-
thors have the key.
Primary outcome measures cluster RCT
1. The first primary outcome measure is social
participation measured with the Birchwood Social
Functioning Scale (SFS) [44]. It measures social
functioning on seven domains: social engagement/
withdrawal, interpersonal behavior, pro-social activ-
ities, recreation, independence-competence,
independence-performance, and employment/occu-
pation. The SFS is a reliable, valid, sensitive to
change, instrument with a high internal consistency
(α = 0.80) [44].
The second primary outcome measure is victimization
related to societal participation and includes the following:
2. Criminal victimization will be measured with the
Dutch version of the Safety Monitor, developed by
the Dutch Ministry of Security and Justice [45], and
strongly resembles the International Crime
Victimization Survey [46]. It is a self-report ques-
tionnaire in which section 4 measures victimization
on 15 crimes: burglary, theft from car, car theft,
Table 1 Overview of measurement instruments
Concept Instrument Level T0 T1 T2a
Primary outcome measures
Societal participation Birchwood Social Functioning Scale (SFS) Client x x x
Criminal victimization The Safety Monitor, section 4 Client x x x
Discrimination and stigmatization Discrimination and Stigma Scale (DISC-12) Client x x x
Perceived safety The Safety Monitor, section 3 Client x x x
Secondary outcome measures
Acknowledgement of adversities Structured questionnaire on feelings when discussing adversities Client x x x
Knowledge on rehabilitation and adversities Structured questionnaire MHP x x x
Self-efficacy Mental Health Confidence Scale (MHCS) Client x x x
Quality of Life Manchester Short Assessment of Quality of Life (MANSA) Client x x x
General psycho-social functioning The Health of the Nation Outcome Scales (HoNOS) MHP x x x
Additional and control measures
Socio-demographic characteristics Structured questionnaire Client x x x
Primary diagnosis Structured questionnaire MHP x
Number of years in MHC Structured questionnaire Client x
Social Support Inventory of Social Reliance Client x x x
Neighborhood nuisance The Safety Monitor, section 1 and 2 Client x x x
Perpetration The Safety Monitor, section 5 Client x x x
FACT fidelity CCAF scores Team x x
Adherence to rehabilitation principles Treatment plan (sample of 15% per team) Client x x
aT0 baseline, T1 9 months follow-up, T2 18 months follow-up
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theft of other motorized vehicles, bicycle theft, (at-
tempt to) robbery, theft (other than previously cate-
gorized), sexual intimidation or assault, threats (of
violence), physical assault, vandalism, identity fraud,
fraud with buying/selling items/services, hacking,
cyber bullying. For each incident reported in the
past 12 months, participants are asked to give more
information about the incident.
3. Perceived safety will also be measured with the
Safety Monitor. The participant is asked whether
they ever feel unsafe (yes/no) and how often (often/
sometimes/rarely).
4. Discrimination and stigmatization is assessed by the
Discrimination and Stigmatization Scale (DISC-12)
[47]. This scale consists of four subscales: unfair
treatment, stopping self, overcoming stigma,
positive treatment. The DISC-12 contains 32 items
answered on a 4-point scale ranging from ‘no differ-
ence (0)’ to ‘a lot (3)’. A ‘not applicable’ answer is
available when the participant was not involved in
the described situation. Psychometric properties are
considered good, Cronbach’s alpha is 0.78 and the
inter-rater reliability ranges from 0.62 to 0.95.
Secondary outcome measures
The following secondary outcome measures will be used
to gain more insight into the effects of the Victoria
intervention.
1. Acknowledgement of adversities related to societal
participation is assessed through a self-report ques-
tionnaire developed for this study.
2. Knowledge on rehabilitation and adversities will be
measured through questions for MHP on the
domains and phases of the BPR, and through
questions on recent conversations about adversities.
These questions are also developed for this study.
3. Self-efficacy in mental health-related beliefs is mea-
sured through the Mental Health Confidence Scale
(MHCS) [48], with a 6-point Likert scale, ranging
from ‘totally no confidence’ to ‘full confidence’.
Cronbach’s alpha for the total scale is 0.93 [49].
4. To measure the quality of life the Manchester Short
Assessment of Quality of Life (MANSA) is used [50,
51]. The MANSA has good internal consistency (α
= 0.72) and is highly correlated (r = > 0.83 for each
domain) with the Lancashire Quality of Life Profile
(LQLP) [50]. The scale consists of 12 questions with
a 7-point Likert scale ranging from ‘couldn’t be
worse’ to couldn’t be better’ and 4 questions that
are answered with yes/no.
5. General psycho-social functioning is measured
through the Health of the Nation Outcome Scale
(HoNOS), a scale that is standard in MHC in the
UK [52]. The MHP scores each item on a scale
from 0 to 4. The intra class correlation coefficient is
0.92, Cronbach’s alpha is 0.78 and it correlates well
with other scales [53]. Moreover, the HoNOS is
sensitive to measure change in people with SMI.
Additional and control measures
The following measures include instruments that are
possible confounding, mediating or control variables.
1. Socio-demographic characteristics will be gathered
at the start of the interview, including: age, gender,
date of birth, number of children, marital status,
nationality, education, living situation, income, and
number of years in MHC.
2. Current diagnosis is gathered from the
questionnaire for the MHP.
3. Social Support will be derived from the Inventory of
Social Reliance (ISR) [54]. It consists of 11 items on
emotional and practical support on a 4-point scale
ranging from ‘almost never’ to ‘almost always’. The
ISR is a frequently used questionnaire for people with
SMI and has good psychometric properties [55].
4. Neighborhood nuisance is measured through
Sections 1 and 2 of the Safety Monitor (see primary
outcome measures for more information). These
sections contain 9 questions about the experienced
safety and contentment in and about their
neighborhood.
5. Perpetration is assessed with the Safety Monitor.
For the same criminal victimization incidents the
participants are asked whether they were a
perpetrator ever in their life, and if yes, also in the
last year.
6. FACT fidelity is assessed through the fidelity scores
from the CCAF, the Dutch organization that
certifies F-ACT teams. The fidelity score is a mean
score on 60 items that ranges from 0 to 5, where 0
means ‘no certificate’ and 5 means ‘optimal
implementation’.
7. Adherence to rehabilitation principles is measured
through a sample of the treatment plans of the
clients that participate. This treatment plan consists
of agreements, goals and wishes on several life
domains for the following year.
RCT analyses
Sample size
Sample size is calculated using the model of Twisk [56].
This model is suitable for multiple measurements over
time, but can also be used for cluster randomization.
With the ratio of the number of subjects in the com-
pared groups being 1 (r), a correlation coefficient of the
repeated measurements of 0.20 (ρ), a conservative
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difference between the groups in the mean value of so-
cial functioning of 0.25 (v), and a power of 1-β = 0.80,
the number of participants needed is 151 for each condi-
tion at T2 measurement (α = 0.05, two-tailed). Taking
into account an attrition rate of 15% for loss due to
follow-up or consent withdrawal, 173 participants per
condition need to be recruited to achieve the required
power.
N ¼ Z 1−α=2ð Þ þ Z 1−βð Þ 2 σ2 r þ 1ð Þ 1þ T−1ð Þρ½ 
v2r T
Statistical analyses
Data will be analyzed according to the ‘intention to treat’
principle, meaning that F-ACT teams (and thus clients)
that are assigned to either experimental or control con-
dition in randomization, will be analyzed accordingly.
Because of the cluster design and multiple measure-
ments over time, generalized linear mixed models
(GLMM) will be used with SPSS (version 22); depending
on the distribution of the outcome variable a logistic re-
gression model or a linear regression model will be
adopted. GLMM is robust with respect to missing data
[57], which is not uncommon in research among outpa-
tients with SMI. Therefore, multiple imputation is not
necessary. To analyze the effect of the Victoria interven-
tion on the main outcomes, differences in societal partici-
pation and victimization, both conditions will be
compared after 9 and 18 months follow-up with time as a
categorical variable. Measurements over time are nested
within participants; therefore, random slopes will be added
for time. Random intercepts will be added for the partici-
pants. The same procedure will be adopted for secondary
outcome measures. Furthermore, possible confounders
will be examined, such as socio-demographic characteris-
tics, current diagnosis, number of years in MHC, or per-
petration on whether they need to be added to the model.
Only significant confounders will be added to the final
model. In all analyses performed, two-tailed p-values <
0.05 are considered significant. Finally, Akaike’s Informa-
tion Criterion (AIC) will be used for the selection of the
final model that fits the data best and is the most
generalizable [58].
Discussion
Outpatients with SMI experience high rates of victimization,
discrimination and stigmatization [11–17]. These adversities
are important barriers to rehabilitation and societal partici-
pation [21]. This study is the first to evaluate an intervention
aiming at recognition of victimization and other adversities,
that also targets outpatients’ insight and coping skills with
regard to possible risks to ensure safe societal participation.
The aim of this first trial on the Victoria intervention is to
gain insight into the implementation process and effective-
ness of the Victoria intervention in reducing victimization
(among other adversities) and increasing societal participa-
tion, on both the team level and the client level.
A major strength of this study will be the large sample
size of outpatients with SMI, leading to sufficient power,
which is often a problem in similar trials [59]. Only clients
that are unable to fill out the questionnaire during the in-
clusion period of 6 months, due to insufficient understand-
ing of the Dutch language, prolonged clinical admission, or
severe symptomatology, will be excluded from the study.
This, as well as the participation of multiple mental health
centers, enhances generalizability of results.
This is, to our knowledge, the first study to address
victimization and other adversities as a barrier for societal
participation. In relation to this, we incorporated a broad
range of outcome measures. Many previous studies on
victimization only take into account clinical outcome mea-
sures or socio-demographic variables such as living situ-
ation [13, 14]. Although some studies include the influence
of victimization on, for example, quality of life, this study
includes a broad range of social outcome measures, such as
social functioning and social support. These outcome mea-
sures are likely to be influenced by victimization or other
adversities in the social domain [60, 61].
A final strength of the study is the multi-method ap-
proach. A process evaluation will be conducted to exam-
ine the implementation process of the intervention.
Studies with a similar target population that examine
complex interventions in a RCT often find no treatment
effect, due to, for example, implementation or fidelity is-
sues [62]. Within the design of an RCT, normally, there is
little room for examining the implementation process,
leading to a black box in explaining the results. Therefore,
the UK Medical Research Council advises conducting a
process evaluation, to understand context mechanisms
and provide insights on implementation and fidelity [63].
For this reason, we do include a process evaluation and a
longitudinal follow-up on effects, using a cluster RCT.
One of the main challenges in this study lies in the fact
that the Victoria intervention is a complex intervention,
encompassing characteristics of the local context, and
the complexity of causal relations between intervention
and outcomes [36]. MHPs in the participating teams
sometimes work in multiple teams or, due to
reorganization, they shift from one team to the other.
This brings challenges in the implementation of the
intervention. To address this, a strong collaboration is
created between the two MHC institutions and the uni-
versity in this project, with shared goals and input. Add-
itionally, the process evaluation will be helpful in
following the implementation process.
Another challenge of this study, and of most other
studies among outpatients with SMI and follow-up
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measurements, is the dropout risk in the cluster RCT. In
the sample size calculation, we take this into account by
estimating a 15% loss to follow-up, and using effect sizes
that may be considered conservative, compared to effect
sizes found in other studies [64]. This leads to 347 re-
quired respondents at baseline measurement. Moreover,
with the help of the MHPs, a contact plan, and by giving
clients incentives for participating, we aim to prevent
dropout as much as possible.
Finally, due to novelty of the Victoria intervention,
there is no valid fidelity measure. Therefore, in this pro-
ject a new fidelity checklist will be developed and used.
To increase validity in measuring fidelity, we use tri-
angulation by also including qualitative analyses of the
recordings of the supervision meetings and question-
naires for both clients and MHP, as explained in the
methods section.
In conclusion, the Victoria intervention is the first to
incorporate a positive risk approach into a psychiatric
rehabilitation method. This study is expected to provide
scientific insights in ways to reduce victimization, (self-)
stigmatization and discrimination, and increase societal
participation, but also in the impact of other factors such
as acknowledgement and awareness of these adversities.
Moreover, results of this study may validate the Victoria
intervention as one of the practices to better manage
risk on adversities related to societal participation.
Abbreviations
ACT: Assertive Community Treatment; AIC: Akaike’s Information Criterion;
BPR: Boston University approach to Psychiatric Rehabilitation; CAU: Care As
Usual; DISC-12: Discrimination and Stigmatization Scale; F-ACT: Flexible
assertive community treatment; GLMM: Generalized Linear Mixed Models;
HoNOS: Health of the Nation Outcome Scale; ISR: Inventory of Social
Reliance; LQLP: Lancashire Quality of Life Profile; MANSA: Manchester Short
Assessment of Quality of Life; MHC: Mental Health Care; MHCS: Mental
Health Confidence Scale; MHP: Mental Health Professional; RCT: Randomized
Controlled Trial; SFS: Birchwood Social Functioning Scale; SMI: Severe Mental
Illness; TSQ: Trauma Screening Questionnaire
Funding
The Victoria study is part of the Violence Against Psychiatric Patients program
and is financed by the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO),
grant number 432–12-808. The study was peer-reviewed by NWO.
Availability of data and materials
The anonymized datasets used during the study are not publicly available due
to legal and ethical restrictions, but are accessible after the study is finished.
Authors’ contributions
YN, DR, IB, and JvW wrote the research proposal including the background
and design, and obtained funding for the study. All authors participated in
finalizing the design of the study. WA drafted the manuscript. All authors
participated in the review and revision and have approved the final
manuscript.
Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study was approved by the Medical Ethical Committee of the Elisabeth
Hospital in Tilburg (NL53845.028.15) on the 18th of November 2015 for all
participating sites. Clients will be asked to give their written informed
consent before the start of the baseline interview.
Consent for publication
Not applicable.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no conflicting or competing interests.
Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.
Author details
1Tranzo Scientific Centre for Care and Welfare, Department of Social and
Behavioural Sciences, Tilburg University, PO Box 90153, 5000 Tilburg, LE,
Netherlands. 2GGzE Centre for Mental Health Care, PO BOX 909, 5600
Eindhoven, AX, Netherlands. 3Phrenos Centre of Expertise, PO Box 1203, 3500
Utrecht, BE, Netherlands. 4Dijk en Duin Mental Health Centre, Parnassia
Group, PO Box 305, 1900 Castricum, AH, Netherlands. 5Erasmus Center for
Health Care Governance, Erasmus University, PO Box 1738, 3000 Rotterdam,
DR, Netherlands.
Received: 16 January 2018 Accepted: 25 July 2018
References
1. Fakhoury W, Priebe S. The process of deinstitutionalization: an international
overview. Curr Opinion Psychiatry. 2002;15:187–92.
2. Anthony WA, Cohen M, Farkas M, et al. Psychiatric rehabilitation. 2nd ed.
Boston: CPR Boston University; 2002.
3. Farkas M. The vision of recovery today: what it is and what it means for
services. World Psychiatry. 2007;6:4–10.
4. Jormfeldt H, Svensson B, Hansson L, Svedberg P. Clients’ experiences of the
Boston psychiatric rehabilitation approach: a qualitative study. Int J Qual
Studies Health Well Being. 2014;9(1):22916. https://doi.org/10.3402/qhw.v9.
22916.
5. Shern DL, Tsemberis S, Anthony W, Lovell AM, Richmond L, Felton CJ, et al.
Serving street-dwelling individuals with psychiatric disabilities: outcomes of
a psychiatric rehabilitation clinical trial. Am J Pub Health. 2002;90:1873–8.
6. Bond GR, Drake RE, Becker DR. Generalizability of the individual placement
and support (IPS) model of supported employment outside the US. World
Psychiatry. 2012;11:32–9.
7. McDaid D, Thornicroft G. Mental health II: balancing institutional and
community-based mental health care. Copenhagen: World Health
Organization; 2005.
8. Teplin LA, McClelland GM, Abram KM, Weiner DA. Crime victimization in
adults with severe mental illness: comparison with the National Crime
Victimization Survey. Arch Gen Psychiatry. 2005;62:911–21.
9. Kelly S, McKenna H. Risks to mental health patients dischargedinto the
community. Health Risk Soc. 2004;6:377–85. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13698570412331323252.
10. Short T, Thomas S, Luebbers S, Mullen P, Ogloff J. A case-linkage study of
crime victimisation in schizophrenia-spectrum disorders over a period of
deinstitutionalisation. BMC Psychiatry. 2013;13(1):66.
11. Kamperman A, Henrichs J, Bogaerts S, Lesaffre E, Wierdsma A, Ghauharali R,
et al. Criminal victimisation in people with severe mental illness: a multi-site
prevalence and incidence survey in the Netherlands. PLoS One. 2014;9:1–13.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0091029.
12. Khalifeh H, Johnson S, Howard LM, Borschmann R, Osborn D, Dean K, et al.
Violent and non-violent crime against adults with severe mental illness. Brit
J Psychiat. 2015;206:275–82. https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.114.147843.
13. Maniglio R. Severe mental illness and criminal victimization: a systematic
review. Acta Psychiatr Scand. 2009;119:180–91. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1600-0447.2008.01300.x.
14. Latalova K, Kamaradova D, Prasko J. Violent victimization of adult patients
with severe mental illness: a systematic review. Neuropsychiatr Dis Treat.
2014;10:1925–39.
15. Choe J, Teplin L, Abram K. Perpetration of violence, violent victimization,
and severe mental illness: balancing public health concerns. Psychiatr Serv.
2008;59:153–64.
16. Thornicroft G, Brohan E, Rose D, Sartorius N, Leese M, van Weeghel J, et al.
Global pattern of experienced and anticipated discrimination gainst people
with schizophrenia; a cross-sectional survey. Lancet. 2009;373:408–15.
Albers et al. BMC Psychiatry  (2018) 18:247 Page 10 of 11
17. Brohan E, Elgie R, Sartorius N, Thornicroft G. Self-stigma, empowerment and
perceived discrimination among people with schizophrenia in 14 European
countries: the GAMIAN-Europe study. Schizophr Res. 2010;122:232–8.
18. Corrigan PW, Larson JE, Rüsch N. Self-stigma and the “why try” effect: impact
on life goals and evidence-based practices. World Psychiatry. 2009;8:75–81.
19. Perlick DA. Adverse effects of perceived stigma on social adaptation of
persons diagnosed with bipolar affective disorder: on stigma as a barrier to
recovery. Psychiatr Serv. 2001;52:1627.
20. Link BG, Phelan JC. Stigma and its public health implications. Lancet. 2006;
367:528.
21. Perese EF. Stigma, poverty, and victimization: roadblocks to recovery for
individuals with severe mental illness. J Am Psychiatr Nurses Assoc. 2007;
13(5):285–95.
22. van Veldhuizen JR. FACT: a Dutch version of ACT. Community Ment Hlt J.
2007;43:421–33.
23. van Weeghel J, van de Lindt S, Slooff C, van de Kar F, van Vugt M, Wiersma
D. A regional assessment of the quality of care for people with
schizophrenia in the Netherlands. Psychiatr Serv. 2011;62:789–92.
24. Holley J, Chambers M, Gillard S. The impact of risk management practice
upon the implementation of recovery-oriented care in community mental
health services: a qualitative investigation. J Ment Health. 2016;25:315–22.
https://doi.org/10.3109/09638237.2015.1124402.
25. Walsh E, Moran P, Scott C, McKenzie K, Burns T, Creed F, et al. Prevalence of
violent victimisation in severe mental illness. Brit J Psychiat. 2003;183:233–6.
26. Lynch T. Selfhood: a key to the recovery of emotional wellbeing, mental
health and the prevention of mental health problems, or a psychology self
help book for effective living and handling stress. Sixmilebridge: Mental
Health Publishing; 2011.
27. Kaliniecka H, Shawe-Taylor M. Promoting positive risk management:
evaluation of a risk management panel. J Psychiatr Ment Health Nurs. 2008;
15:654–61. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2850.2008.01289.x.
28. Perkins R, Repper J. Mental health nursing and social inclusion. Ment Health
Pract. 2001;4:32–9.
29. Deegan P. Recovery as a journey of the heart. Psychiatr Rehabil J. 1996;19:91.
30. Perske R. The dignity of risk and the MR. Ment Retard. 1972;10:24.
31. Anthony WA. A recovery-oriented service system: setting some system level
standards. Psychiatr Rehabil J. 2000;24:159.
32. Department of Health, National Risk Management Programme. Best Practice in
Managing Risk. London: Department of Health, National Risk Management
Programm; 2007. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/478595/best-practice-managing-risk-
cover-webtagged.pdf.
33. Brand RM, McEnery C, Rossell S, Bendall S, Thomas N. Do trauma-focussed
psychological interventions have an effect on psychotic symptoms? A
systematic review and meta-analysis. Schizophr Res. 2017;195:13–22. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2017.08.037.
34. Langan J, Lindow V. Living with risk: mental health service user involvement
in risk assessment and management: policy press; 2004.
35. Ryan T. Exploring the risk management strategies of mental health service
users. Health Risk Soc. 2000;2:267–82.
36. Bonell C, Fletcher A, Morton M, Lorenc T, Moore L. Realist randomised controlled
trials: a new approach to evaluating complex public health interventions. Soc Sci
Med. 2012;75:2299–306. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.08.032.
37. Chan A-W, Tetzlaff JM, Gøtzsche PC, Altman DG, Mann H, Berlin JA, et al.
SPIRIT 2013 explanation and elaboration: guidance for protocols of clinical
trials. BMJ. 2013;346:e7586. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.e7586.
38. van Veldhuizen JR, Bähler M. Manual Flexible ACT: Vision, model, practice
and organization. Groningen: Organization, CCAF; 2013. https://doi.org/10.
13140/RG.2.1.3925.1683. https://www.eaof.org/factmanual.pdf.
39. Delespaul P, de Consensus Groep EPA. Consensus over de definitie van
mensen met een ernstige psychische aandoening (EPA) en hun aantal in
Nederland. Tijdschr Psychiatr. 2013;55(6):427–38.
40. de Bont PAJM, van den Berg DPG, van der Vleugel BM, de Roos C, de Jongh A,
van der Gaag M, et al. Predictive validity of the trauma screening questionnaire
in detecting post-traumatic stress disorder in patients with psychotic disorders.
Brit J Psychiat. 2015;206:408–16. https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.114.148486.
41. Farkas M, Anthony WA. Psychiatric rehabilitation interventions: a review. Int
Rev Psychiatry. 2010;22:114–29. https://doi.org/10.3109/09540261003730372.
42. Grant A, Guthrie B, Foy R, Treweek S, Dreischulte T. Process evaluations for
cluster-randomised trials of complex interventions: a proposed framework
for design and reporting. Trials. 2013;14:15.
43. Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, Michie S, Nazareth I, Petticrew M.
Developing and evaluating complex interventions: the new Medical
Research Council guidance. Br Med J. 2008;337:5. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmj.a1655.
44. Birchwood M, Smith J, Cochrane R, Wetton S, Copestake S. The social
functioning scale: the development and validation of a new scale of social
adjustment for use in family intervention Programmes with schizophrenic
patients. Brit J Psychiat. 1991;157:853–9.
45. Akkermans M, Coumans M, Kloosterman R, Linden G, Moons E.
Veiligheidsmonitor 2015. Den Haag: Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek; 2015.
46. Killias M. International crime victimization survey (ICVS). In: Fisher BS, (Ed.).
Encyclopedia of victimology and crime prevention. Thoasand Oaks: SAGE
Publications; 2010. p. 486–489.
47. Brohan E, Clement S, Rose D, Sartorius N, Slade M, Thornicroft G.
Development and psychometric evaluation of the discrimination and
stigma scale (DISC). Psychiatry Res. 2013;208:33–40.
48. Carpinello SE, Knight EL, Markowitz FE, Pease EA. The development of the
mental health confidence scale: A measure of self-efficacy in individuals
diagnosed with mental disorders. Psychiatr Rehabil J. 2000;23:236–43. <Go
to ISI>://WOS:000086750200005
49. Castelein S, van der Gaag M, Bruggeman R, Wiersma D. Measuring
empowerment among people with psychotic disorders. Psychiatr Serv.
2008;59:1338–42.
50. Priebe S, Huxley P, Knight S, Evans S. Application and results of the
Manchester short assessment of quality of life (MANSA). Int J Soc Psychiatr.
1999;45:7–12.
51. Cv N, Schene AH, Koetier MWJ. Manchester verkorte Kwaliteit van Leven meting.
Eindhoven: Forensische Jeugdpsychiatrische Kliniek de Catamaran; 2000.
52. Orrell M, Yard P, Handysides J, Schapira R. Validity and reliability of the
health of the nation outcome scales in psychiatric patients in the
community. Brit J Psychiat. 1999;174:409–12.
53. Mulder CL, Staring ABP, Loos J, Buwalda VJA, Kuijpers D, Sytema S, et al. De
health of the nation outcome scales (honos) als instrument voor ‘routine
outcome assessment’. Tijdschr Psychiatr. 2004;46:273–84.
54. Dam-Baggen R, Huiskes CMJ. Inventarisatielijst Sociale Betrokkenheid (ISB).
Utrecht: AZU/RUU; 1986.
55. Dam-Baggen R, Kraaimaat F. Inventory for social reliance (ISR): a self-report
inventory for the measurement of social support. Gedragstherapie. 1992;25:27–46.
56. Twisk J. Applied longitudinal data analysis for epidemiology. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press; 2003.
57. Twisk J, de Boer M, de Vente W, Heymans M. Multiple imputation of
missing values was not necessary before performing a longitudinal mixed-
model analysis. J Clin Epid. 2013;66:1022–8.
58. Akaike H. A new look at the statistical model identification. IEEE Trans
Autom Control. 1974;19:716–23.
59. Treweek S, Pitkethly M, Cook J, Kjeldstrom M, Taskila T, Johansen M, et al.
Strategies to improve recruitment to randomised controlled trials. Cochrane
Database Syst Rev. 2011;10. https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.MR000013.
pub5.
60. Denkers AA. Factors affecting support after criminal victimization: needed
and received support from the partner, the social network, and distant
support providers. J Soc Psych. 1999;139:191–201.
61. Silver E. Mental disorder and violent victimization: the mediating role of
involvement in conflicted social relationships. Criminology. 2002;40:191–212.
62. Killaspy H, Marston L, Green N, Harrison I, Lean M, Cook S, et al. Clinical
effectiveness of a staff training intervention in mental health inpatient
rehabilitation units designed to increase patients’ engagement in activities
(the Rehabilitation Effectiveness for Activities for Life [REAL] study): single-
blind, cluster-randomised controlled trial. Lancet. 2015;2:38–48. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S2215-0366(14)00050–9.
63. Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, Michie S, Nazareth I, Petticrew M.
Developing and evaluating complex interventions. UK.: Medical Research
Council; 2011.
64. Iffland JR, Lockhofen D, Gruppe H, Gallhofer B, Sammer G, Hanewald B.
Validation of the german version of the social functioning scale (sfs) for
schizophrenia. PLoS One. 2015;10:e0121807.
Albers et al. BMC Psychiatry  (2018) 18:247 Page 11 of 11
